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WALKER R. THOMPSON

MARIAN HYMNOGRAPHY IN THE GEORGIAN 
JERUSALEM TROPOLOGION

Background and State of Research
The Old Georgian Jerusalem Tropologion or ‘Oldest/Most Ancient Iadgari’ 

(Geo. უძველესი იადგარი, herein simply: Iadgari) is a rich and diverse miscel-
lany of Georgian translated hymnography serving various liturgical functions, 
which goes back, at least in part, as far as the 6th century.1 According to Renoux’s 
persuasive dating on the basis of Armenian and other sources, the original Greek 
versions of individual hymns in the collection, including those to the Virgin Mary, 
may date from the late 4th – early 5th centuries or before.2 The Iadgari texts are 
preserved in manuscripts and fragments kept in St. Catherine’s Monastery in Sinai 
(hence one sometimes finds the alternative appellation ‘Sinai Iadgari’), and have 
been known to scholarship in some form since at least the late 19th century, albeit 
for a long time nearly exclusively in Georgia.3 The first critical edition of the 
Iadgari is that of Shanidze et al. (ჭილ-ეტრატის იადგარი) based on the manu-
script Ms. CM H-2123 (9th c.). In 1980, Metreveli, Ch’ankievi and Khevsuriani at 
the National Centre of Manuscripts of Georgia published an authoritative critical 
edition of all known manuscript witnesses to the Georgian Iadgari tradition;4 this 
tremendous work of scholarship remains unsurpassed to this day.5 A full-text ver-

1	 Jeffrey, The Earliest Christian Chant Repertory Recovered, p. 14.
2	 Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection I, pp. 52–54; Shoemaker, Mary in Ear-

ly Christian Faith, 191–192; Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. xviii. 
Kujumdzieva (The Hymnographic Book, 42) proposes a later dating (8th c.) for 
the Iadgari, but her argumentation is less persuasive than that of Renoux, who 
approaches the topic with his deep knowledge of Armenian sources and other 
early Christian texts.

3	 Khevsuriani, Iadgari, 2009; Wade, The Oldest Iadgari; Wade, The Jerusalem Tro-
pologion.

	 Metreveli et al., უძველესი იადგარი.
5	 Chronz, Review of Renoux, p. 266.
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sion of this edition with functioning keyword search has been made available on 
the TITUS Texts database at the University of Frankfurt.6

Since the early 2000s, the Most Ancient Iadgari has increasingly attracted 
the attention of scholars as one of the best sources for the old Jerusalem liturgy, 
among other things with respect to the hymns of the Sunday cycle7 and the Feasts 
of Encaenia and of the Exaltation of the Cross.8 There have been three significant 
partial editions and translations of the Iadgari texts in Western European languag-
es: a French one of the hymns of the Resurrection in three volumes, by Renoux,9 a 
German one of Nativity hymns by Schneider10, and a parallel of Georgian-English 
one of Resurrectional and Marian hymns by Shoemaker.11 Renoux and Shoemaker 
consciously adopt somewhat different editorial approaches from the 1980 edition, 
which is a composite of multiple manuscripts.12

These developments have spurred on research into the relationship between 
the hymnography in the Iadgari, as witnessing to the Old Jerusalem liturgy,13 and 
the liturgical books of the later Byzantine Greek (and Slavic) rite. The study of 
individual monostrophes from the Iadgari has, in this respect, generated some 
of the most interesting recent research on the textual history of the Oktoechos. 
In particular, the authors of the 1980 edition discovered eight stichera anastasi-
ma common to the Iadgari and the medieval/modern Byzantine Oktoechos, with 
Zheltov subsequently expanding this list to 29.14 In their respective editions, Shoe-
maker and Renoux likewise identify many of these parallels, as well as the ancient 
Marian hymn Sub tuum præsidium, known from both the Christian West and the 

6	 “The Most Ancient Hymn-Book (უძველესი იადგარი)”, TITUS Texts Database, 
URL: https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/​texte/​etcs/cauc/ageo/liturg/udzviad/udzvi.htm (ac-
cessed 01.04.2022)

7	 Frøyshov, The Early Development; Zheltov, Stikhiry voskresnogo oktoikha.
8	 Permiakov, Obnovlenie Khrama Voskreseniia.
9	 Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection I–III.
10	 Schneider, Lobpreis im rechten Glauben.
11	 Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal.
12	 Following Renoux, Shoemaker primarily reproduces the text of Mss.  Sin.  georg

.  40,  41,  and  34, while also filling in missing or incomplete strophes from other 
manuscripts. The Marian hymns in the First Mode in his edition come from 
Ms.  Sin.  georg.  34, while the remaining seven modes are taken from Sin.  georg. 
41.

13	 On the significance of the Georgian witness to the Jerusalem liturgy, see Frøyshov, 
The Georgian Witness; Sakvarelidze, Some Aspects of the Byzantinization.

14	 Zheltov, Stikhiry voskresnogo oktoikha,  pp. 98–99.
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Christian East and attested in a ca. 6th century papyrus from the John Rylands col-
lection;15 in later Greek, Georgian, and Church Slavonic service books, this hymn 
is prescribed to be sung at the dismissal of Vespers.

Renoux, and Shoemaker after him, both note that the early 4th c. Archbish-
op Proclus of Constantinople, in his Oratio I de laudibus s. Mariae, quotes the 
Greek version of a further Marian hymn found in the Iadgari (incipit: შენ, ზეცისა 
წჳმისა წმიდისა...).16 This serves as an argument for dating this particular hymn 
back to at least the 4th century. However, as this parallel occurs in a homiletic 
rather than a hymnographical text, and predates the Oldest Iadgari, it does not fall 
within the scope of this study.

Newly Identified Hymns
Sub tuum præsidium is, as it happens, not the only Marian hymn from the 

Iadgari present in later Byzantine liturgical books. It proved possible to identify 
three further song-texts that have been preserved in the medieval Byzantine rite, 
and which, like Sub tuum præsidium, are of considerable liturgical significance. 
The incipits and references to the editions of the Old Georgian text are given here

(1) ვითარმედ გხადოდით შენ, სახარულევანო [= Metreveli et al., უძველესი 
იადგარი, p. 399, ll. 3–7; cf. Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. 302]

(2)  ყოლად წმიდაო ღმრთისმშობელო [=  Metreveli et al., უძველესი 
იადგარი, 475, ll. 40–42; cf. Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. 316]

(3) ვინ არა გნატრის შენ, ყოლად წმიდაო ქალწულო [= Metreveli et al., 
უძველესი იადგარი, p. 399, ll. 8–14; cf. Shoemaker, The First Christian Hym-
nal, p. 306]

Text (1) is attested in the Greek Horologion from the medieval period (at the 
latest) as a theotokion at the First Hour, and is found in both Church Slavonic 
and Greek sources as part of the ‘ordinary’ of the service, i.e., it is chanted daily 

15	 Shoemaker,The First Christian Hymnal,  p. 315, fn.  12; cf. Smelova, Biblical 
Allusions and Citations, p. 124. 

	 The dating of the papyrus to the 4th century given by Shoemaker (cf. Stegmüller, 
Sub tuum praesidium) is no longer widely accepted (Förster, Zur ältesten Über-
lieferung; Mihálykó, The Christian Liturgical Papyri, p. 353, fn.  220; cf. also 
Stegmüller, Fragmente frühchristlicher Poesie,  p. 96, fn.  2). I am grateful to 
Dr. Tinatin Chronz for drawing my attention to this issue and providing these 
references.

16	 Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal,  p. 313; Renoux, Les hymnes de la Ré-
surrection II, 2010:  p. 22; cf. PG 65:681b.
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regardless of the current liturgical celebration.17 The full Old Georgian text reads 
as follows:

ვითარმედ გხადოდით შენ, სახარულევანო,
ცად, რამეთუ გამოაბრწყინე მზჱ სიმართლისაჲ,
სამოთხედ, რამეთუ გამოიღე ყოველი უჴრწნელებისაჲ,
შევ და დაადგერ უჴრწნელად წმიდად.
ქალწულმან იტჳრთე მკლავთა ზედა ძჱ, ყოველთა ღმერთი, 
მას ევედრე ცხორებად სულთა ჩუენთათჳს.18

What shall we call Thee, O Thou Who art full of grace?19 
Heaven, for Thou hast caused to shine forth the Sun of Righteousness? 
Paradise, for Thou hast brought forth the [Blossom?] of incorruption?20 
Thou gavest birth and hast remained incorruptible and holy. 
[As a] Virgin, Thou has carried upon Thine arms a Son [Who is] God of 
all, 
Supplicate Thou Him to save our souls.

The standard contemporary Greek liturgical text from the Horologion is as 
follows:21

Τὶ σὲ καλέσωμεν, ὧ Κεχαριτωμένη; 
Οὐρανόν, ὅτι ἀνέτειλας τὸν Ἥλιον τῆς δικαιοσύνης. 
Παράδεισον, ὅτι ἐβλάστησας τὸ ἄνθος τῆς ἀφθαρσίας. 
Παρθένον, ὅτι ἔμεινας ἄφθορος· 
ἁγνὴν Μητέρα, ὅτι ἔσχες σαῖς ἁγίαις ἀγκάλαις υἱόν, τὸν πάντων Θεόν. 
Αὐτὸν ἱκέτευε, σωθῆναι τὰς ψυχὰς ἡμῶν.

17	 Andreev, The Order of the Hours; Shchepetkin, Shchepetkin, Chasoslov XIV veka, 
202; Sutochnyi bogosluzhebnyii krug,  28.

18	 Metreveli et al., უძველესი იადგარი, 399, ll.  3–7; Shoemaker, The First Christian 
Hymnal,  302.

19	 I prefer this translation of სახარულევანო (supported by Renoux) to Shoemaker’s 
solution, ‘Cause of Joy’: as in the Greek and Slavic texts of this hymn, it is 
manifestly an allusion to Lk.  1:28. 

20	 lit. ‘the all [sic!] of incorruption’ (ყოველი უჴრწნელებისაჲ). The disjointed 
syntax (ყოველი ‘all’ does not govern the genitive) forces one to conclude that 
ყოველი is scribal error (or misprint) for ყოვილი, a variant of ყუავილი ‘bloom’, 
‘blossom’, as supported both by the context and Greek ἄνθος.

21	 All Greek liturgical texts, unless otherwise noted, are taken from the online project 
Ελληνικά Λειτουργικά Κείμενα, URL: https://glt.goarch.org (accessed 01.04.2022).
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What shall we call Thee, O Thou Who art full of grace? 
Heaven, for Thou hast shone forth the Sun of Righteousness? 
Paradise, for Thou hast sprouted forth the Blossom of incorruption? 
Virgin, for Thou hast remained incorrupt? 
Pure Mother, for Thou hast carried upon Thine arms a Son [Who is] God 
of all, 
Supplicate Thou Him to save our souls.

While this is evidently one and the same text, there are two notable differences 
from the Iadgari version. First, the parallelism of the fourth and fifth lines/units 
of meaning (Sinnabschnitte) in the Greek, signaled by the anaphora of accusative 
(duplex) + ὅτι, is missing from the Old Georgian in these two lines. Second, the 
concept of ‘Virgin’ is present not in the fourth line, but in the fifth, in place of 
‘Holy Mother’. This suggests that the text was either distorted in translation, or 
the original Greek differed from more recent liturgical versions. The picture is 
complicated rather by an archaic Slavic witness, NLR Q.п.I.57, a Horologion that 
Andreev, in his recent comprehensive study on the topic, describes as ‘Slavonic 
Studite’ (Type IV in his classification).22 The text of the theotokion in this manu-
script (f. 56r) is as follows:

Что тѧ наречемъ ѡ̏брадованаꙗ̓· 
нб҃о ли ꙗ̓ко въсиꙗла ѥ̓си слн҃це правьдьноѥ̓· 
раи̓ ли ꙗ̓ко въꙁдрастила ѥси цвѣтъ неѹвѧдающии̓· 
мт҃рь ли нъ съхранисѧ непорочьна҄ꙗ чⷭ҇та· 
дѣвѹ ли нъ и̓мѣла ѥ̓си въ рѹкѹ сн҃а и̓ всѣхъ б҃а· 
того̀ моли ѡ̏ сп҃снии дш҃ь нашихъ.23

What shall we call Thee, O Thou Who art full of grace? 
Heaven, for Thou hast caused to shine forth the Sun of Righteousness? 
Paradise, for Thou hast caused to sprout up the Blossom of incorruption? 
Mother, yet Thou hast remained incorruptible and holy. 
Virgin, yet Thou hast carried upon Thine arms a Son [Who is] God of all. 
Pray thou Him to save our souls.

22	 Andreev, The Order of the Hours,  335.
23	 Nearly all East Slavic manuscripts of comparable antiquity concur broadly with 

this witness, despite minor orthographical or morphological divergences. I am 
grateful to Prof.  Aleksei Pentkovskii for sending me a portion of an unpublished 
critical edition of the Horologion Q.п.I.57 on which basis I was able to confirm 
this.
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Through repetition of the interrogative particle ли, the parallelism of the Greek 
is preserved to a greater extent than in the Old Georgian version. However, the 
concepts of ‘Mother’ (мт҃рь, corresponding to the finite verb-form შევ) and ‘Vir-
gin’ (дѣвѹ, = ქალწულმან) follow the same order as in the Old Georgian text of 
the Iadgari. Moreover, it is impossible not to note the difference from the Greek 
syntax in the fourth and fifth clauses especially. The adjective чⷭ҇та [= ἁγνὴ], in the 
nominative, is kept together with непорочьна҄ꙗ rather than agreeing with дѣвѹ – 
very similarly to წმიდად in the Georgian. This, and the reversal of ‘Mother’/‘Vir-
gin’, necessitate the use of the contrasting conjunction нъ in order to preserve the 
logic and sense of the text.

There are two possible explanations for this discrepancy between the Greek 
(and other more recent liturgical sources) and both the Iadgari and the Old East 
Slavic Horologion. The first is that the Greek vorlage of both the Old Georgian 
and the early Slavic versions differed from the modern liturgical text. As noted 
by Andreev, liturgical usage in the Byzantine periphery (Southern Italian Greek, 
Georgian, and Palestinian Syriac) often “reflect[s] unusual or archaic usage that 
remains unattested in sources from the cultural center”.24 One may doubt this pos-
sibility on account of the very clear parallel structure in the Greek; however, one 
cannot overlook the commonalities in these two translations separated by over six 
centuries.

The other possibility is that both the Old Georgian and Slavic translators mis-
read *ἁγνὴν as *ἁγνὴ (in Thomson’s typology of translation errors, a compound 
of loss of letters and misrelation of adjectives).25 In either case, in the case of both 
the Georgian and Church Slavonic texts, there is a clear shift towards literalism in 
the newer translations that will be observed in other theotokia as well. Meanwhile, 
the modern Georgian liturgical version, belonging to the group of texts revised 
according to Greek models in the 18th – 19th centuries,26 has evidently been revised 
to match the Greek almost exactly:

რაჲ-მე სახელ-გდვათ შენ, ჵ მიმადლებულო?
ცად, რამეთუ აღმოუბრწყინვე სოფელსა მზჱ სიმართლისაჲ,
სამოთხედ, რამეთუ აღმოუცენე ყუავილი უხრწნელებისა,
ქალწულად, რამეთუ დაადგერ უჴრწნელად?
წმიდად დედად, რამეთუ იტვირთე წმიდათა წიაღთა ძჱ და ყოველთა 

24	 Andreev, The Order of the Hours, p. 319.
25	 Thomson, Towards a typology of errors,  pp. 361/372–3.
26	 cf.  Gugushvili, Bogosluzhenie GPTs.
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ღმერთი,
მას ევედრე ცხორებად სულთა ჩუენთათჳს.27

Compare this with the modern (Russian Synodal) Church Slavonic text:

Что́ тѧ наречем́ъ, ѽ бл҃годат́наѧ; 
нб҃о, ꙗ кѡ возсїѧ́ла єс̓ѝ сл҃нце прав́ды: 
рай́ , ꙗ кѡ прозѧбла ̀єс̓ѝ цвѣт́ъ нетлѣн́їѧ: 
дв҃ꙋ, ꙗ кѡ пребыла ̀єс̓ѝ нетлѣн́на: 
чи́стꙋю мт҃рь, ꙗ кѡ и̓мѣл́а єс̓ѝ на ст҃ы́хъ твои́хъ ѡ̓б꙽ѧ́тїѧхъ сн҃а, всѣх́ъ 
бга҃. 
того̀ молѝ сп҃сти́сѧ дꙋшам́ъ наш́ымъ.28

The liturgical importance of this piece of hymnography, in light of its function 
as a fixed text at the First Hour, cannot be doubted. As confirmation of this, let 
it suffice to note that there is a special 17th Russian century icon of the Mother 
of God titled “Что тѧ наречемъ” after the incipit of this theotokion. In the icon, 
the Theotokos is depicted in the various aspects in which She is described in the 
hymn, making the icon a visual representation of the same.29

* * *
A second Marian hymn present in the Iadgari that was inherited by the later 

Byzantine rite is the following:
ყოლად წმიდაო ღმრთისმშობელო, დღეთა ცხორებისა ჩუენისათა 

ნუ დამაგდებ მე, კაცობრივსა განზრახვასა ნუ მიმანდობ, არამედ შენ 
შეგჳწყალენ და გუაცხოვნენ ჩუენ.30

O All-Holy Mother of God, forsake me not in the days of my life, entrust me 
not to the intention of men, but do Thou Thyself have mercy on us and save us.

Two of its subsequent specific liturgical uses are at Great Compline, as a 
monostrophe after the responsory Κύριε τῶν δυνάμεων…, as well as in the service 

27	 This text is cited from an unattributed digital version of the text of the hour of 
Prime from the contemporary Georgian Orthodox church context.

28	 Часосло́въ, f.  49v.
29	 “Chto tia narechem” [“What shall we call Thee?”]. Ikonografiia vostochno-chris-

tianskogo iskusstva [Iconography of Eastern Christian Art]. Project of the De-
partment of Church Arts, Saint Tikhon’s Orthodox University of the Humanities, 
URL: https://icons.pstgu.ru/icon/3592 (accessed 21.03.2022).

30	 Metreveli et al., უძველესი იადგარი, 475, ll.  40–41; Shoemaker, The First Chris-
tian Hymnal,  p. 316.
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of commemoration (Панихида/Μνημόσυνον/პანაშვიდი) as a Sessional Hymn 
after the Third Ode of the Canon (both in the Sixth Tone). In the latter function, 
it is attested in Old East Slavic horologion manuscripts, e.g. the 15th century Ms. 
Moscow RGB 113/349 (ff. 127r–v):

Всест҃аꙗ̓ бц҃е, во времѧ живота моє҄го не ѡ̓стави мене. въ чл҃чьстїи̓ 
помощи· не ѹвѣри мене. но сама мѧ ꙁастѹпи и помилѹ̓и мѧ.

O All-Holy Mother of God, forsake me not during the time of my life, entrust 
me not to the help of men, but do Thou Thyself help me and have mercy on me.

For comparison, the contemporary Greek liturgical text from the Horologion 
is as follows:

Παναγία Θεοτόκε, τὸν χρόνον τῆς ζωῆς μου μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς με, ἀνθρωπίνῃ 
προστασίᾳ μὴ καταπιστεύσῃς με, ἀλλ’αὐτὴ ἀντιλαβοῦ, καὶ ἐλέησόν με.

As can be seen here, the Greek text and the Old Georgian and Church Slavonic 
translations show a great degree of similarity amongst themselves. The most note-
worthy divergence is in the final phrase, which in the Old Georgian version has 
both a plural object (‘us’, შეგჳწყალენ... ჩუენ) and different verbs (‘have mercy’ 
and ‘save’, versus ‘help’ and ‘have mercy’).

As in the case of the previous hymn, the modern (Russian) Church Slavonic 
and Georgian liturgical texts have been brought into line with the Greek:

ყოვლად-წმიდაო ღმრთისმშობელო, დღეთა ცხორებისა ჩემისათა ნუ 
დამაგდებ, და კაცობრივსა განზრახვასა ნუ მიმანდობ, არამედ შენ მეოხ-
მეყავ და მაცხოვნე მე.31

Всест҃аѧ́ бцⷣе, во врем́ѧ живота ̀ моегѡ̀ не ѡ̓став́и менѐ, человѣч́ескомꙋ 
предстат́ельствꙋ не ввѣр́и мѧ̀: но сама ̀застꙋпѝ, и̓ поми́лꙋй мѧ̀.32

While there are revisions that make them closer to the Greek (both syntactical-
ly, e.g. the shift from plural to singular object in the final phrase in the Georgian, 
and lexically, e.g. чл҃чьстїи̓ помощи → человѣч́ескомꙋ предстат́ельствꙋ in the 
Church Slavonic), these are less dramatic overall than in the case of the theotokion 
at the First Hour. Moreover, the degree of continuity between the two Georgian 
versions is particularly striking. Among other things, where Greek and Church 
Slavonic have the verb ‘mercy’ in the final phrase, both Georgian renditions have 
‘save’ (მაცხოვნე, გუაცხოვნენ). It would not be unreasonable to assume that the 
middle/modern Georgian text of this hymn is descended from the Old Georgian 
one in the Iadgari.

31	 The source of this text is likewise an anonymous PDF of unclear origin.
32	 Часосло́въ, f.  116r.
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Chalcedonian Piety and Theotokia Dogmatika
The third and final Marian hymn from the Iadgari that interests us here is argu-

ably the most important. The full Old Georgian text is reproduced here:

ვინ არა გნატრის შენ, ყოლად წმიდაო ქალწულო,           Who shall not call Thee blessed, Most Holy Virgin,

ვინ არა უგალობს შენგან უჴრწნელსა შჿბასა?                  Who shall not hymn the most pure birth from Thee?

რამეთუ რომელი-იგი უჟამოჲ მამისაგან გამობრწყინდა        For He who timelessly shone forth from the Father

გამოუთქმელად ჴორცითა.                                                   Ineffably in the flesh,

ბუნებით ღმერთი იყო                                                           He was God by nature

და ბუნებით კაც იქმნა ჩუენთჳს,                                          and by nature he became man for our sake,

არა ორად პირად განყოფილ,                                             not divided into two persons,

არამედ ორთაგან ბუნებათა                                                 but in two natures

შეურევნელად ერთ ხატად იცნობების.                              is He known in one aspect without confusion.

მას ევედრე, შემკულო, ყოლად სანატრელო,                   Supplicate Him, O most pure and blessed One,

ცხორებად სულთა ჩუენთათჳს.33                                       To save our souls.

Renoux and Shoemaker both already noted the historical and dogmatic signif-
icance of this hymn in their works on the Iadgari and Marian piety. In particularly, 
both scholars remark that შეურევნელად is the standard Old Georgian translation 
of Grk. ἀσυγχύτως ‘without confusion’, a technical term from the diophysite Chal-
cedonian Definition (or ‘Oros’) of 451. Moreover, Renoux also – rightly – takes 
ხატი [=  μορφή/о́бразъ, зракъ; cf. Ph.  2:6–7] and პირი34 [=  πρόσωπον/лицѐ; 
cf. Mt. 6:18–17] as also being items of technical Christological vocabulary, and 
notes the occurrence of other such terms elsewhere in the Iadgari (for example, 
უქცეველად [= ἀτρέπτως, likewise found in the Chalcedonian Oros], in a Res-
urrectional hymn of the 3rd Plagal Tone).35 To this one might also add ბუნება 
[= φύσις/естьство] as another unambiguously Christological lexical item.

The occurrence of this Christological terminology causes Renoux to doubt 
his own dating of the originals of the Iadgari hymns to the late 4th–early 5th cc., a 
dating amply supported by other evidence in the manuscript and, as mentioned 
above, Armenian parallels.36 Shoemaker, for his part, does not regard this as a 
problem, stating that the use of the term ἀσύγχυτος/ἀσυγχύτως “to describe the 

33	 Metreveli et al., უძველესი იადგარი, p. 399, ll.  8–14; Shoemaker, The First 
Christian Hymnal,  p. 306.

34	 In the footnote to Renoux’s translation, misspelled as ფირი, presumably as the 
result of a typographical error.

35	 Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection II, p. 285, fn.  8.
36	 Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection II, p. 22.
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union of natures in Christ was not the Fourth Council’s invention, and there is 
significant precedent for such usage in writers of the fourth and early fifth centu-
ries”.37 On the contrary, he finds support in the dogmatic terminology of this hymn 
for his overall theory about the sophistication of early Christian language and 
imagery about the Mother of God.38

One could thus be led to believe that this ‘Chalcedonian’ hymn might even 
predate the Fourth Council, were it not for one crucial piece of information that 
leads us much closer to an understanding of the relationship between the two: this 
hymn does not only occur in the Georgian Iadgari, but rather is very well known 
in the Greek, Syriac, Slavic, and subsequent Georgian traditions as the so-called 
theotokion dogmatikon of the Second Plagal Mode, in the Oktoechos among other 
liturgical books. The earliest known Greek versions are preserved (without the 
explicit title dogmatikon) in 9th-11th century Sticherarion (or Stichero-kathismatar-
ion) and Oktoechos manuscripts, such as Cod. Athos Laura Г.67 (f. 131v),39 Sinait. 
gr. 1593 (f. 66r), and Sinait. gr. 778 (f. 38r).40 The text from the 19th c. Παρακλιτική 
is reproduced here:

Τίς μὴ μακαρίσει σε, Παναγία Παρθένε;        Who shall not call Thee blessed, Most Holy Virgin,

τίς μὴ ἀνυμνήσει σου τὸν ἀλόχευτον τόκον;       Who shall not sing the praises of Thine immaculate child-bearing,

ὁ γὰρ ἀχρόνως ἐκ Πατρὸς ἐκλάμψας              For the only-begotten Son, having shone forth timelessly from     	

                                         Υἱὸς μονογενής                                                                                            the Father

ὁ αὐτὸς ἐκ σοῦ τῆς Ἁγνῆς προῆλθεν,             Himself came forth from Thee, the Pure One,

ἀφράστως σαρκωθείς,                                    having been ineffably made flesh,

φύσει Θεὸς ὑπάρχων,                                     being God by nature,

καὶ φύσει γενόμενος ἄνθρωπος δι’ἡμᾶς,       and becoming Man by nature for our sake,

οὐκ εἰς δυάδα προσώπων τεμνόμενος,          not divided into a duality of persons,

ἀλλ’ἐν δυάδι φύσεων,                                    but in a duality of natures,

ἀσυγχύτως γνωριζόμενος.                             known without confusion.

Αὐτὸν ἱκέτευε, σεμνὴ Παμμακάριστε,          Supplicate Him, Pure and Most Blessed One,

ἐλεηθῆναι τὰς ψυχὰς ἡμῶν.41                         to have mercy on our souls.

37	 Shoemaker, Mary in Early Christian Faith, p. 191.
38	 Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal,  p. xxiii.
39	 Hannick, The Theotokos in Byzantine hymnography,  p. 72, fn.  17. This codex is 

a miscellany comprising a Tridion, Pentekostarion, and Oktoechos.
40	 Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns,  p. 127.
41	 ibid, Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns,  p. 127.
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The Greek has remained remarkably stable through time: Cod.  Laura Γ.67 
evinces virtually no variant readings vis-à-vis the modern liturgical version, with 
the sole exception that the adjectives ἄχρονος and ἀσύγχυτος are found in place of 
the (homophonous) adverbs ἀσυγχύτως and ἀχρόνως.

In late medieval and modern Oktoechoi following the neo-Sabbaitic liturgical 
Typikon, this theotokion dogmatikon is prescribed as a sticheron at Sunday Ves-
pers, at the end of the lucernarium, immediately before the entrance of the clergy 
into the altar with the censer – a solemn moment in the service that underscores 
the hymn’s liturgical and theological import. Meanwhile, the dogmatika general-
ly are absent from archaic Slavic Oktoechos manuscripts, such as Ms. Sof. 123. 
Indeed, many early Greek Oktoechoi do not even have a separate category of 
theotokia at all.42 In other early manuscripts in which it is included, such as Athos 
Laura Γ.67 or the mid-14th century East Slavic Ms. Moscow RGADA 381.1/75 
(an izbornyi oktoikh or ‘select Oktoechos’), it is merely given as a ‘theotokion’ 
alongside several others, without its liturgical function being specified further. 
The RGADA manuscript contains a Church Slavonic translation that is identi-
fiably quite old, owing such linguistic features as the rendering of μονογενὴς as 
ѥдиночадꙑ (ff. 29v–30r):

Кто тебе не бл҃жить прест҃аꙗ д҃во бц҃е· 
кто ли не поѥть твоѥ [sic!] чтⷭ҇аго ржтⷭ҇ва· 
беꙁлѣтнꙑ ѹбо ѿ ꚛц҃а восиꙗвъ· сн҃ъ ѥдиночадꙑ· 
тоже и ѿ тебе прчтⷭ҇ꙑꙗ· проиде 
неиꙁреченно· воплощесѧ: 
ѥстьствомь [sic!] б҃ъ сꙑ· 
и ѥстьстьство[мъ] чл҃вкъ бывъ наⷭ҇ ра·ⷣ 
не во двоици раꙁдѣлѧѥмъ· 
но въ двоици ѥстьствомь 
несмѣсно славимъ. 
того моли чтⷭ҇аꙗ пребжⷧ҇ наꙗ· 
спст҃исѧ дш҃мъ наⷲ҇. ⁘

The text is corrupted in several places, apparently due to scribal errors (omis-
sions and haplographies), but as in the Georgian, there are a few places in which 
it clearly diverges from the Greek: the addition of бц҃е in the first line, the omis-
sion of *лицъ in the phrase не во двоици раꙁдѣлѧѥмъ, and the translation of 

42	 Bulaev, Zhanrovyi sostav,  p. 35.



216

γνωριζόμενος as славимъ and ἐλεηθῆναι as спс҃тисѧ (both σωθῆναι τὰς ψυχὰς 
ἡμῶν and ἐλεηθῆναι τὰς ψυχὰς ἡμῶν are common liturgical formulae or akroteleu-
tia,43 perhaps leading to conflation here). The adjective беꙁлѣтнꙑ (instead of the 
expected adverb *беꙁлѣтно) may be explained in terms of the variant reading 
ἄχρονος found in Cod. Laura Γ.67 (cf. უჟამოჲ in the Iadgari text – the adjectival 
form may thus in fact be older than the adverbial). 

By contrast, in Moscow RGB Ms. 256/288 (f. 71v), a 15th c. Oktoechos with 
determinedly South Slavic orthography, not only does this theotokion have pride 
of place as the last hymn of the lucernarium for Tone VI Saturday evening (i.e. 
Sunday) Vespers, but the translation is syntactically and lexically closer to the 
original Greek and has been revised vis-à-vis the older East Slavic version quoted 
above. Interestingly, the theological term ἀσυγχύτως has been rendered using a 
different root, as несълїа́нно rather than несмѣсно:

Кт҄о теб́е не бл҃жить прⷭ҇таа д҃во· 
лѝ кт҄о не въспое ⷮтвоег̓о̀ прчтаго рожⷣьства. 
беꙁлѣⷮ́но б҄о ѿ оц҃а въсїав́ь сн҃ь єд̓инороⷣ́ныи. 
тъ́жде ѿ теб́е чтⷭ҇тыѧ прои́де 
нескаꙁ́анно въплъ́щсѧ. 
єⷭ҇ствоⷨ бъ҃ сы̋и. 
и єⷭ҇ствомь бы́вь чл҃кь наⷭ҇ радѝ. 
не въ дв̏ ли́ци раꙁдѣлѣе.ⷨ 
н҄ѫ въ двꚙ́ици єⷭ҇ствъвь 
несълїан́но поꙁнавае́мь· 
то́го мл҃и чтⷭ҇аа и̓ въсѐбл҃женаа. 
помл҃оват́исѧ дш҃а ⷨнаш́иⷨ.

The modern (Russian Synodal) Church Slavonic translation is quite compa-
rable with the medieval version quoted above in its literalism (with the minor 
nuance that the parallel construction не во двою̀…но во двою̀… is a greater 
departure from the Greek; in the earlier versions, the numeral двоица corresponds 
to Greek δυάς).

Кто̀ тебѐ не ᲂу̓бл҃жи́тъ прест҃аѧ́ дв҃о; 
кто́ ли не воспоет́ъ твоегѡ̀ пречтагѡ рж тва;̀ 
безлѣт́нѡ бо ѿ ѻ̓ц҃а ̀возсїѧ́вый сн҃ъ єд̓инород́ный, 

43	 For discussion of this term in historical context, see Conomos, What is a Tropar-
ion?.
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то́йже ѿ тебѐ чтыѧ про́йде, 
неизречен́нѡ вопло́щьсѧ, 
єс̓тество́мъ бгъ҃ сы́й, 
и̓ єс̓тество́мъ бы́въ чл҃вѣќъ нас́ъ рад́и, 
не во двою̀ лиц ̑раздѣлѧ́емый, 
но во двою̀ єс̓тєств ̀
несли́тнѡ познавае́мый. 
того̀ молѝ чтаѧ, всебл҃жен́наѧ, 
поми́ловатисѧ дꙋшам́ъ наш́ымъ.44

Meanwhile, the contemporary Georgian liturgical text of the dogmatikon, 
while bearing obvious lexical and terminological similarities to that in the Iad-
gari, has itself been revised considerably so as to be a more literal translation of 
the Greek. Notably, the formerly ‘missing’ lines ‘Only-begotten Son, the Same 
came forth from Thee, Most Pure One’ (ძჱ მხოლოდშობილი / იგივე შენგან 
უბიწოჲსა გამოვიდა) have been added in:

ვინ არა გნატრიდეს შენ, ყოვლადწმიდაო ქალწულო,  
ვინ არა უგალობდეს უჴრწნელსა შობასა შენსა,  
რამეთუ რომელი-იგი უჟამოდ მამისაგან გამობრწყინდა ძჱ 
მხოლოდშობილი, 
იგივე შენგან უბიწოჲსა გამოვიდა 
გამოუთქმელად ჴორცშესხმული,  
ღმერთი იყო ბუნებით 
და ჩჷენთჳს კაც-იქმნა წყალობით. 
არა ორებად პირთასა განიკვეთა,
არამედ ორითა ბუნებით 
შეურევნელად საცნაურ-იქმნა. 
მას ევედრე, პატიოსანო და ყოვლადსანატრელო,  
ცხორებისათჳს სულთა ჩუენთასა.45

Notably, this revised Georgian text is still less literal than its Church Slavonic 
counterparts. Where the Georgian makes use of finite verbs (გამობრწყინდა, იყო, 

44	 Ѻ̓кто́ихъ, f.  88v.
45	 კვირის ღამისთევის მსახურებები პარაკლიტონის (რვა ხმა) მიხედვით [Sunday 

Vigil Services According to the Paraklitikē (Eight Tones)],  p. 66. The edition is 
in khutsuri script but the text is provided here in mkhedruli for convenience and 
in conformity with Georgian academic practice.
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[კაც-/საცნაუ-]იქმნა, განიკვეთა) in subordinate or indeed main clauses to convey 
Greek participles, Church Slavonic faithfully replicates the original constructions. 
The inherent structural differences between the two languages are surely a factor in 
this: Church Slavonic possesses a larger set of participles than (Old) Georgian. We 
will see this again when looking at the Syriac versions (below).

The perception of the liturgical import of this and other texts dubbed dogma-
tiki in the Slavic tradition only grew over time, with the chant melodies composed 
for them being more elaborate than for other stichera in the Oktoechos.46 We can 
thus observe a clear evolution in the liturgical function of this text over time, 
from being one theotokion among many in the Oldest Iadgari, to being included 
as one of several under a particular tone in the Oktoechos, and finally to being 
assigned a very particular liturgical place and function. This might be regarded in 
the overall framework of what Hannick termed, with respect to the formation of 
the Oktoechos, an evolution from ‘recueils génériques’ to ‘recueils liturgiques’.47

As becomes especially clear when looking at the Greek text of this hymn 
(which can be presumed close to the original of the Iadgari translation), it is not 
only the terminology, but also the content and structure of this text that echo the 
Chalcedonian Oros (or ‘Definition’). Let us look at the relevant passage in the 
Oros itself:

… πρὸ αἰώνων μὲν ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς γεννηθέντα κατὰ τὴν θεότητα, ἐπ᾽ἐσχάτων 
δὲ τῶν ἡμερῶν τὸν αὐτὸν δἰ ἡμᾶς καὶ διὰ τὴν ἡμετέραν σωτηρίαν ἐκ Μαρίας τῆς 
παρθένου τῆς θεοτόκου κατὰ τὴν ἀνθρωπότητα, ἕνα καὶ τὸν αὐτὸν Χριστόν, υἱόν, 
κύριον, μονογενῆ, ἐν δύο φύσεσιν, ἀσυγχύτως, ἀτρέπτως, ἀδιαιρέτως, ἀχωρίστως 
γνωριζόμενον…οὐϰ εἰς δύο πρόσωπα μεριζόμενον ἢ διαιρούμενον…48

… before the ages begotten of the Father as to the Godhead, but in the last 
days, the Self-same, for us and for our salvation (born) of Mary the Virgin The-
otokos as to the Manhood; One and the Same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten; 

46	 Gardner, Altrussischer notierter Oktoich, p. 222, fn.  9.
47	 Hannick, Le texte de l’Oktoechos, p. 41; cf.  Bulaev, Zhanrovyi sostav, 34. By 

‘recueils génériques’, Hannick understands specifically collections of texts belong-
ing to the same hymnographical genre (Sticherarion, Kontakarion, etc.). Howev-
er, one could also extend the concept to apply to groupings of hymnographical 
works according to either genre and thematic content, or both. While the Iadgari 
is itself already partially organized along ‘liturgical’ lines, some sections of the 
manuscripts, such as those containing the Marian hymns examined here, are still 
evidently structured entirely around the content of the texts, grouped thematically.

48	 quoted in Wickham, Chalkedon.
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acknowledged in Two Natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, insepa-
rably…not as though He was parted or divided into Two Persons…49

Even if the order of the corresponding parts is not identical between the two 
texts, the high degree of overlap (especially in the bold-faced segments) is obvi-
ous. This is especially true on a syntactical level, as in the emphatically similar 
use of the participle γνωριζόμενος (-ν) in the two texts. Unless the Chalcedonian 
Oros was quoting the hymn (!), everything therefore points to this being an ex-
plicit reference to the former in the latter. Still, this does not have to be a problem 
in itself in dating of these texts: the Iadgari and its lost Greek prototype(s) can be 
understood as hymnographic anthologies or miscellanies bringing together hymns 
from various periods, from the 3rd century (or earlier) down to the 5th century.

The discovery of the text of this theotokion dogmatikon in the Iadgari makes 
it necessary to revise certain conceptions and claims about the dogmatika as a 
whole. The hymns of this (sub-)genre have traditionally been ascribed to St. John 
of Damascus, as in the following encyclopedia entry by Zheltov:

Традиция приписывает создание Д[огматиков] прп. Иоанну Дамаскину 
(VIII в.). Действительно, в древнейших сохранившихся (преимущественно 
в груз. переводе) редакциях иерусалимских сборников воскресных песнопе-
ний, восходящих к IV–V вв., Д[огматики] отсутствуют, тогда как в рукописях 
IX в. (напр., Sinait. gr. 1593) большинство из них уже есть; поэтический 
стиль и особенности построения мн[огих] Д[огматиков] также сопоставимы 
с др[угими] творениями прп. Иоанна, напр. стихирами в чине отпевания. 
Впрочем, корпус Д[огматиков] (включая Д[огматики] малой вечерни) в руко-
писях не вполне стабилен […] и окончательно сложился не сразу.50

Tradition attributes the creation of the dogmatika to St. John of Damscus (8th 
c.). Indeed, in the oldest surviving redactions of the Jerusalem anthologies of 
Sunday hymns (mostly Georgian translations), which go back to the 4th–5th centu-
ries, the dogmatika are absent, whereas in 9th century manuscripts (e.g., Sinait. gr. 
1593), the majority of them already there. The poetic style and particular features 
of the construction of many dogmatika are also comparable with other works by 
St. John, for example, the stichera from the funeral service. Moreover, the corpus 
of dogmatika (including those at Small Vespers) is not entirely stable […] and did 
not take shape immediately.

Similarly, Hannick writes:

49	 trans. Bindley, The Oecumenical Documents, p. 297
50	 Zheltov, Dogmatik.
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The dogmatika theotokia are considered to be the work of John of Damascus, 
an attribution which, linguistically speaking, is supported by their use of unusual 
expressions such as ‘αὐθυπάρκτως’ (existent in itself) in the theotokion of the to-
nus gravis: ‘Φρικτὸν καὶ ἄρρητον ὄντως’ (terrible and inexpressible indeed) – an 
expression which is used only by authors of the 7th to 8th centuries, such as Anas-
tasios of Sinai, Leontios of Jerusalem or John of Damascus.51

In her musicological thesis on the Slavonic Oktoechos, Pletneva likewise 
claims Damascene authorship not only for the dogmatika, but also for the stichera 
anastasima – even though Metreveli’s and Renoux’s editions of the Sunday 
hymns from the Iadgari had already proven otherwise.52 Similar statements, in-
cluding ones referring explicitly to Zheltov, can also be found with some degree 
of frequency in modern Russian church-popular media.53 However, treating the 
theotokia dogmatika as a cohesive collection is nothing new and there even exist 
entire Old East Slavic commentaries specifically on the dogmatika in the eight 
tones.54 In addition, it was possible to identify the Slavonic text not only of Кто̀ 
тебѐ не ᲂу̓бл҃жи́тъ… [= Τίς μὴ μακαρίσει σε…], but also of the Tone 7 Theotokion 
Dogmatikon Ма́ти у́̓бо позна́ласѧ є҆́си… [= Μήτηρ μὲν ἐγνώσθης…, cf. below] 
on scrolls held by Cosmas of Maiuma and John of Damascus, respectively, on a 
Russian icon from the turn of the 18th century from the collections of the Icon Mu-
seum in Recklinghausen, Germany. The appearance of the texts on these scrolls 
represents a de facto attribution of the respective texts to these two saints.

51	 Hannick, The Theotokos in Byzantine hymnography, p. 72.
52	 Pletneva, Pevcheskaia kniga «Oktoikh», p. 4.
53	 E.g.: “«Kto Tebe ne ublazhit, Presviataia Devo?». Kommentarii k dogmatiku shes-

togo glasa” [“‘Who shall not call Thee blessed, O Most Holy Virgin?’ Commen-
tary on the Dogmatikon of the Sixth Tone”]. Pravoslavie.ru. https://pravoslavie.
ru/144041.html (accessed 01.04.2022); “Dogmatik shestogo glasa” [“The Dogma-
tikon in the Sixth Tone”]. Radio Vera. https://radiovera.ru/dogmatik-shestogo-glasa.
html (accessed 01.04.2022).

54	 For an edition of one such commentary, see Vershinin, Drevnerusskoe tolkovanie. 
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FIGURE 1 FIGURE 2

It is obvious that the traditional attribution of these texts must now be revised, 
for we have already ascertained that one of the eight “major” dogmatika is in 
fact present in the selfsame collections of Old Georgian hymns in which Zheltov 
claims they do not exist. Following Renoux’s dating of the Marian hymns in the 
Iadgari, the translation of the hymn would have been carried out carried out the 
6th century. This substantial back-dating allows us to state with confidence that 
John of Damascus was definitely not its author. While some of the dogmatika may 
still have been written by St. John, it is likely that his real achievement was in 
compiling the ‘corpus’ of these hymns from pre-existing sources or collections of 
theotokia. In other words, the hymns did not originally form a ‘category in them-
selves’,55 nor were they composed as part of an eight-tone cycle, but instead they 
later came to be viewed as a single corpus as the result of a process of compilation 
or anthologization (by John of Damascus and others).

Two further observations speak in favour of treating the dogmatika as dispa-
rate hymns rather than a cohesive body of texts. First, Τίς μὴ μακαρίσει σε… is 

55	 Hannick, The Theotokos in Byzantine hymnography, p. 72.

Ikonen-Museum Recklinghausen, 920 (acquired 1990), O tebě raduetsia vsiakaia tvarь
Russia (armory), ca. 1700, egg tempera on wood, 174.5×156.5 cm (used with permission)
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not the only hymn from this group to occur outside of the Oktoechos and inde-
pendently of the others: in a 9th/10th collection of Melkite Syriac translated hym-
nography, one finds, alongside this same text (see below), a version of what is 
now known as the theotokion dogmatikon of the Seventh (i.e. Third Plagal) Mode 
(Syriac incipit: ܐܗܠܐ ܬܕܠܝ ܐܢܝܟ ܢܡ ܠܐܠ ܝܬܥܕܝܬܐ ܢ̇ܡ ܐܡܐ [= Μήτηρ 
μὲν ἐγνώσθης, ὑπὲρ φύσιν Θεοτόκε…]).56 Second, in all Greek and Slavic as well 
as Melkite Syriac witnesses, this hymn is placed under the Sixth (Second Plagal) 
Mode; by contrast, in the Most Ancient Iadgari, it is included under the (non-pla-
gal) Second Mode. Incidentally, specifically West Syriac (as opposed to Melkite) 
manuscripts containing this text concur with the Iadgari on the count, placing the 
hymn under the Second Mode, as does the early Saint Petersburg manuscript of 
theotokia examined by Smelova – a fact that in and of itself ought of considerable 
interest for musicologists. If, on the contrary, the hymn had originally been spe-
cially written by St. John of Damascus in the Sixth (Second Plagal) Mode as part 
of a cycle of dogmatika for the Oktoechos, one would not expect this alternation 
between the tones in different traditions.

The textual history of the dogmatikon in Syriac turns out to be no less inter-
esting from the point of view of both translation technique and dogmatic under-
standing. The Slavic and Georgian texts reproduced above exhibit the same shift 
from lesser to greater literalism observed elsewhere, and also replicate the hymn’s 
Christological terminology. The dogmatic awareness demonstrated in them ex-
tends to Syriac translations, too, including those examined by Smelova. These 
are much looser than any of the Georgian or Slavic versions. One redaction of the 
text is preserved in 11th–13th century Oktoechos manuscripts, including Brit. Lib. 
Add. 17133, Brit. Lib. Add. 14710, Sinait. syr. 25, Sinait. syr. 208 and Sinait. syr. 
210, and St. Petersburg RNB Syr. new series 11. The text uses unambiguously 
Christological terms, including ܐܢܝܟ ‘nature’ and the Greek loanword ܐܦܘܨ̈ܪܦ 
[= πρόσωπον]:

56	 Smelova, Biblical Allusions and Citations, p. 389; Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 129.
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ܐܒܘܬ ܝܟܠ ܠܬܐܢ ܐܠ ܢܡ

ܐܫܝܕܩܘ ܐܬܝܟܕ ܐܬܠܘܬܒ.

ܪܩܝܢܘ ܒܪܘܢ ܐܠ ܢܡ.

ܐܓܘܘܙ ܐܠܕ ܝܟܢܡܕ ܐܕܠܝܠ.

ܐܢܒܙ ܐܠܕ ܐܒܐ ܢܡܕ ܪܝܓ ܘ̇ܗ

ܐܝܕܝܚܝ ܐܪܒ ܢܠ ܚܢܕܘ ܚܡܨ.

ܐܝܟܕ ܝܟܒܘܥ ܢܡ ܘ̣ܗ ܕܟ ܘ̣ܗ

ܩܫܘܦ ܐܠܕ ܕܠܝܬܐܘ ܡܫܓܬܐ

ܗܢܝܟܒ ܘ̣ܗ ܐܗܠܐ ܕܟ.

ܐܫܢܪܒ ܐܘܗ ܐܪܪܫܒܘ.

ܢܬܠܬܡܕ ܗܒܘܚܒ.

ܐܦܘܨ̈ܪܦ ܬܘܢܝ̈ܪܬܠ ܓܠܦܬܡ ܕܟ ܘܠ.

ܐܢ̈ܝܟ ܢܘܗܝ̈ܪܬܒ ܕܟ ܐܠܐ

ܚܒܬܫܡܘ ܕܓܬܣܡ ܐܠܒܠܘܒ ܐܠܕ.

ܦܫܟܬܐܘ ܝܥܒ ܐܕܗܠܥܘ.

ܐܬܘܒܝܬ ܬܝܠܡ ܐܬܟܝܢܟ

܀ܢܠܟܕ ܐܬ̈ܫܦܢ ܢܩܪܦܢܕ

Who will not proclaim you blessed,
pure and holy Virgin?
Who will not magnify and worship
the one who without intercourse was born from 
you,
who has shone from the Everlasting Father57

and came to us, the Only-begotten Son,
who from your pure womb
was incarnate and born inexplicably?
Being God by his nature,
he truly became man
for the sake of love towards us;
as not being divided into two persons,
but in two natures
without confusion worshiped and glorified.
And therefore pray and supplicate,
O humble one and full of grace,
for the salvation of our souls.58

The West Syriac text is broadly similar, barring some lexical substitutions. 
However, there is one major difference in content, which is that the section con-
veying the Chalcedonian diophysite doctrine has been adapted to conform to West 
Syriac miaphysite teaching. No longer does the hymn say that Christ is not “di-
vided into two persons, but in two natures […] worshiped and glorified”; instead, 
it has been changed to state that He “is not divided into two natures, but in one 
nature without confusion [he is] worshiped and glorified”:

ܐܒܘܬ ܝܟܠ ܠܬܐܢ ܐܠ ܢܡ

ܐܫܝܕܩܘ ܐܬܝܟܕ ܐܬܠܘܬܒ.

ܪܩܝܢܘ ܕܘܓܣܢ ܐܠ ܢܡ.

ܕܠܝܬܐ ܝܟܢܡܕ ܐܪܒܠ.

ܝܕܘܫ ܐܠܕ ܐܒܐ ܢܡܕ ܪܝܓ ܘ̇ܗ.

ܐܝܕܝܚܝ ܐܪܒ ܚܡܨܘ ܚܢܕ.

ܐܝܟܕ ܝܟܒܘܥ ܢܡ ܘ̣ܗ ܕܟ ܘ̣ܗ.

ܐܦܠܚܘܫ ܐܠܕ ܪܣܒܬܐ.

ܗܢܝܟܒ ܘܗ ܐܗܠܐ ܕܟ.

ܐܫܢܪܒ ܐܘܗ ܐܪܪܫܒܘ

ܢܬܠܬܡܕ ܗܒܘܚܒ.

ܐܢ̈ܝܟܕ ܐܬܘܢܝ̈ܪܬܠ .ܓܠܦܬܡ ܕܟ ܘܠ.

ܐܠܒܠܘܒ ܐܠܕ ܐܪܣܒܡ ܐܢܝܟ ܕܚ ܐܠܐ.

Who will not proclaim you blessed,
pure and holy Virgin?
Who will not venerate and worship
the son who was born from you,
as who from the inexhaustible Father
has shone and has come, the Only-begotten 
Son,
who from your pure womb
embodied without an alteration?
Being God by his nature,
he truly became man
for the sake of love towards us.
Not being divided into two natures,

57	 lit. ‘without time’ (ܐܢܒܙ ܐܠܕ), cf. ἀχρόνως  /  უჟამოდ.
58	 St Petersburg RNB Syr. new series 11, f.  3v, quoted in: Smelova, Melkite Syriac 

Hymns, 127–128; translation: ibid.; Smelova, Biblical Allusions and Citations, p. 
383-4.
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ܚܒܬܫܡܘ ܕܓܬܣܡܕ.

ܝܥܒܘ ܝܦܫܟܬܐ ܗܠܕ.

ܢܝ̈ܪܦܘܫ ܠܟ ܬܝܠܡܘ ܐܬܪܝܕܗ.

܀ܢܠܟܕ ܐܬܫܦܢ ܩ̈ܪܦܬܢܕ

but in one nature without confusion
worshiped and glorified.
Pray and supplicate to him,
O glorified one and full of all our beauties,
for the salvation of our souls.59

If one ever had any doubt about the status of this hymn as a dogmatic text, this 
act of adaptation by a Church tradition that had rejected the Council of Chalcedon 
clearly shows that it was perceived as such. Both Syriac versions also demonstrate 
a far freer approach to translation than any of the Georgian or Slavic versions do, 
with various insertions and rephrasings. Additionally, as indicated above with re-
spect to the choice of Mode (Second versus Second Plagal), there are typological 
similarities in the way that these hymns to the Mother of God are anthologized in 
both the Syriac and Georgian traditions: the collection of Syriac theotokia in NLR 
Syr. new series 11 is quite similar in is structure and makeup (hymns to the Mother 
of God grouped under eight tones) to the portions of the Iadgari titled შემკობანი და 
შესხმანი ყოლად წმიდისა და დიდებულისა, წმიდისა ღმრთისმშობლისანი 
‘Lauds [lit. Adornments] and Praises of the All-Holy and Glorified Holy God-bear-
er’ – even if the contents of both anthologies overlap only to a certain degree (the 
one dogmatikon and Sub tuum præsidium).

Sub tuum præsidium Revisited
Having considered various cases of textual variation in the above three hymns 

from Iadgari and translations of the same in other languages, it makes sense to 
return now to the very first Marian hymn mentioned above, Sub tuum præsidium, 
the earliest known version of which is preserved in the Papyrus 470 (3rd or 4th c.) 
from the John Rylands Collection. P. Mercenier’s oft-quoted reconstruction of the 
Greek text, with original orthography, is reproduced here for convenience:

ὑ]πὸ [τὴν σκέπην τῆς 
εὐσπλ[αγχνίας σου 
καταφε[ύγομεν, ῶ 
Θεοτόκε· τ[ὰς ἡμῶν 
ἰκεσίας μὴ πα[ρ-
εἷδες ἐν περιστάσ[ει 
ἀλλ᾿ ἐκ κινδύνου 
ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς [σὺ ἡ μόνη [ἁγνὴ 
καὶ ἡ εὐλογ[ημένη60

59	 Vat. sir. 94, ff.  145v–146r, quoted in: Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 129.
60	 Stegmüller, Sub tuum praesidium, pp. 76–77
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This corresponds to the following in contemporary Greek liturgical usage (as 
a dismissal hymn at Great Vespers in the Horologion):

Ὑπὸ τὴν σὴν εὐσπλαγχνίαν, καταφεύγομεν, Θεοτόκε, τὰς ἡμῶν ἱκεσίας, 
μὴ παρίδῃς ἐν περιστάσει, ἀλλ’ἐκ κινδύνων λύτρωσαι ἡμᾶς, μόνη Ἁγνή, μόνη 
εὐλογημένη.

In the Iadgari, the Georgian text of the hymn (nearly identical in meaning to 
the Greek) is as follows:

შენსა მოწყალებსა მივილტით, ღმრთისმშობელო, ჩუენსა ვერდებასა ნუ 
უგულებელს-ჰყოფ ჭირსა შინა, არამედ რისხვისაგან გჳხსენ, მხოლოო [...]61

Under Thy mercy we flee for refuge, O God-bearer, despise not our supplica-
tion in constraint, but deliver us from wroth, O only [Pure and Blessed One].

In terms of translation technique, the choice of მოწყალება ‘mercy’ for Grk. 
εὐσπλαγχνία, a compound word deriving from εὐ ‘good’ + σπλάγχος ‘bowels, in-
ward part’ (i.e. the seat of the feelings), deserves some attention here. To this day, 
მოწყალება has remained the standard translation for εὐσπλαγχνία in liturgical 
Georgian, as evidenced by the translation of this same hymn in use in the modern 
Church of Georgia:

მოწყალებასა შენსა მოვილტვით, წმიდაო ღვთისმშობელო, ვედრებასა 
ჩვენსა ნუ უგულებელ-ჰყოფ, არამედ ღელვათა და ჭირთაგან გვიხსენ ჩვენ, 
მხოლოო კურთხეულო.62

The Syriac translation likewise has ‘mercy’:
ܝܟܬܘܢܡܚܪܡܕ ܐܦܢܟ ܬܚܬ.

ܐܗܠܐ ܬܕܠܝ ܢܢܝܪܬܬܣܡ.

ܝܟܠ ܢܢܝܒܪܩܡ ܐܬܦܫܟܬܘ

ܝܟܕ̈ܒܥܕ ܐܬܘܥܒ ܢܡ ܢܝܡܗܬ ܐܠ

ܢܠ ܝܨܦ ܢܝܢܨܠܘܐ ܠܟ ܢܡ ܐܠܐ

ܝܟܝܕܘܚܠ ܝܗ ܝܬܢܐܕ

܀ܐܬܟܪܒܡܘ ܬܝܟܕ

Under the cover of your mercy
we find protection, God-bearer,
and we offer our supplication to you:
Do not reject the prayer of your servants,
but deliver us from every suffering,
as you are the only
pure and blessed one.63

61	 Metreveli et al., უძველესი იადგარი, p. 458, ll.  5–7; Shoemaker, The First Chris-
tian Hymnal, p. 314. The final words are evidently missing, as the adjective 
მხოლოო ‘only’ is left without a complement, and all the other versions have 
some form of ‘Only Pure’, ‘Only Blessed’, or a combination thereof at the end. 

62	 quoted in Ebralidze, ღვთისმშობლის უძველესი ჰიმნი;  further examples of 
მოწყალი/მოწყალება as translating εὔσπλαγχνος/εὐσπλαγχνία can be found in 
the the Oktoechos, e.g. in Ode 7 of the Resurrectional Canon for Tone 2, or 
in Ode 1 of the Canon to the Theotokos for Tone 7, cf. კვიორის ღამისთევის 
მსახურებები...  pp. 22,  83.

63	 Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 123
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Interestingly, the (rather free) Latin versions of this hymn show some vari-
ation in this respect, translating it as either misericordiam (Ambrosian Rite) or 
præsidium (Roman Rite).64 If misericordiam can be understood as conveying the 
sense of εὐσπλαγχνία, then præsidium apparently takes up the notion of σκέπη 
‘protection’ found in early Greek versions of the text, such as that reconstructed 
from the John Rylands papyrus.

Perhaps the most interesting case of lexical variation is in Church Slavonic. 
The translation from the archaic East Slavic Horologion NLR Q.п.I.57 (f. 129r, 
dismissal of Vespers) is as follows:

Подъ твою млⷭ҇ть прибѣгаемъ бц҃е дв҃о млт҃въ нашихъ не преꙁри въ 
скорбьхъ нъ ѿ бѣдъ иꙁбави наⷭ҇ ѥдинаꙗ чтⷭ҇а и блгⷭ҇наꙗ.

Meanwhile, post-Nikonian (Russian Synodal) Church Slavonic has here re-
placed млⷭ҇ть with бл҃гоꙋтро́бїе, a close morphological calque of εὐσπλαγχνία:

Под ̾ твоѐ бл҃гоꙋтро́бїе прибѣгае́мъ бцⷣе, молєн́їѧ наш̑а не през́ри во 
ѡ̓бстоѧ́нїи, но ѿ бѣд́ъ и̓збав́и ны̀ єд̓и́на чⷭ҇таѧ, єд̓и́на бл҃гословен́наѧ.65

The Church Slavonic text of this hymn has thus, unlike the Georgian, Latin 
or Syriac, undergone a process of near-total ‘literalization’. This is arguably due 
to the greater derivational-morphological capabilities of Church Slavonic, which 
is far more readily able to calque Greek compound nouns and adjectives such as 
бл҃гоꙋтро́бїе and бл҃гоꙋтро́бенъ than are Latin, Syriac, or (Old) Georgian. While 
similar tendencies are doubtless also observable in Georgian and Syriac (as indi-
cated above), the structure of the latter two languages is inherently less conducive 
to this kind of literal morphematic calquing or ‘loan translation’ (to use Betz’ 
terminology66) – as seen in the case of the participial constructions in the dog-

64	 Sub tuam misericordiam confugimus Dei Genitrix (ut) nostram deprecationem 
ne inducas in tentationem sed de periculo libera nos sola casta et benedicta 
(Ambrosian, quoted in   Ebralidze, ღვთისმშობლის უძველესი ჰიმნი); Sub tuum 
praesidium confugimus, Sancta Dei Genetrix. Nostras deprecationes ne despicias 
in necessitatibus, sed a periculis cunctis libera nos semper, Virgo gloriosa et 
benedicta (Roman, ibid.). The Ambrosian-rite version is less literal; the expression 
“ne inducas in tentationem” may be inspired by the similar petition in the Lord’s 
Prayer 

65	 Часосло́въ, ff.  91v-92r. However, it is important to note that in actual litur-
gical practice in the modern Russian Orthodox Church, one finds Подъ твою 
милость… in practically free alternation with the revised Под ̾твоѐ бл҃гоꙋтро́бїе…. 
The phrasing of the older Church Slavonic translation clearly had considerable 
‘sticking power’.

66	 cf.  Betz, Die Lehnbildungen; Lehnwörter und Lehnprägungen.



227

matikon. As a prospect for future research, it would be interesting to undertake a 
comparative study of translation techniques in a larger corpus of hymns from the 
Iadgari, e.g. for Sunday or various feasts, that are also known from the subsequent 
Eastern liturgical tradition.

Concluding Remarks
This preliminary investigation into hymns to Mary in the Most Ancient Iad-

gari has thus yielded a number of important results. First, it has been shown how 
hymns to the Mother of God from the thematically grouped sections in the Iadgari 
were liturgically ‘repurposed’ in the later Byzantine Horologion and Oktoechos. 
Second, a comparison of the early Georgian and Church Slavonic translated hymns 
with newer liturgical versions revealed a shift from freer to more literal translation 
techniques (to use Brock’s terminology, from ‘text-oriented’ to ‘reader-oriented’ 
translation), such as is generally observable over time in non-Greek cultures of 
the Byzantine Empire and periphery.67 Third, the identification of the hymn ვინ 
გნატრის შენ, ყოლად წმიდაო ქალწულო... as the theotokion dogmatikon of 
the Sixth Mode from the Oktoechos makes it possible to backdate this text by a 
considerable amount, while forcing us to abandon the attribution of the theotokia 
dogmatika as a whole to John of Damascus along with the tendency to treat these 
texts as a single, coherent corpus. It is hoped that this preliminary study of these 
select few texts will serve as a template and springboard for further research into 
the rich Marian hymnography in the Iadgari and its legacy in the liturgical books 
of the Byzantine rite.68

67	 cf. Brock, Towards a History.
68	 I am grateful to Dr. Tinatin Chronz, Prof. Aleksei Pentkovskii, Olga Hailova, John 

Pumphrey, and Marina Samsonova for reviewing drafts of this text and for their 
invaluable advice and suggestions, as well as to Olga Grinchenko of the Slavic 
and Eastern European Mediaeval Studies Group (SEEMGS) for her invitation to 
give a talk at the SEEMSG Annual Meeting on March 19, 2022 that eventually 
led to this article.
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ᲦᲕᲗᲘᲡᲛᲨᲝᲑᲚᲘᲡ ᲡᲐᲒᲐᲚᲝᲑᲔᲚᲘ ᲣᲫᲕᲔᲚᲔᲡ ᲘᲐᲓᲒᲐᲠᲨᲘ

ᲠᲔᲖᲘᲣᲛᲔ

ამ სტატიაში განხილულია ღვთისმშობლისადმი მიძღვნილი სამი, მანამდე 
არაიდენტიფიცირებული, საგალობლის (ან თეოტოკიონის) ისტორია ძველ 
ქართულ ტროპოლოგიონში („უძველესი იადგარიდან“), რომელთაც მოგვიანებით 
ბიზანტიურ ლიტურგიაში – კერძოდ, ახალ-საბაიტურ ოქტოიხოსში და შუა 
საუკუნეების ბერძნულ და სლავურ ჰოროლოგიონებში განსაკუთრებული ადგილი 
ენიჭებათ მწუხრის  საღამოს (esperinos) და სერობის (apodeipnon) მსახურებებში. 
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კვლევამ აჩვენა, რომ უძველესი იადგარიდან აღებული ეს საგალობლები 
არა მხოლოდ წარმოაჩენს ადრეულ ქრისტიანულ ეპოქაში ღვთისმშობლის 
თაყვანისცემას, არამედ ასევე საყურადღებოა აღმოსავლეთ ქრისტიანული 
სამყაროს ღვთისმსახურებაში ღვთისმშობლისადმი მიძღვნილი ჰიმნოგრაფიის 
განვითარების ისტორიისათვის. გარდა ამისა, ბერძნულ, ქართულ, სლავურ და 
სირიულ ენებზე არსებული ამ საგალობლების შესწავლა იძლევა საშუალებას 
წარმოვაჩინოთ ჰიმნოგრაფიული ტექსტების თარგმანის განვითარების ისტორიის 
აქამდე არასათანადოდ შესწავლილი მნიშვნელოვანი ასპექტი, კერძოდ, 
თავისუფალი თარგმანიდან უფრო ზუსტ, ორიგინალთან უფრო დაახლოებულ 
თარგმანზე გადასვლა, რაც შეინიშნება გვიანი შუა საუკუნეებიდან მოყოლებული 
ბიზანტიის იმპერიის პერიფერიაზე განლაგებული ქვეყნების კულტურებში. ეს ეხება 
განსახილველი საგალობლების როგორც ქართული, ისე საეკლესიო სლავური 
ტექსტების რედაქტირებას უფრო მოგვიანო პერიოდში.

განსაკუთრებით საინტერესოა ღვთისმშობლისადმი მიძღვნილი საგალობელი, 
რომელიც ფართოდ იყო ცნობილი გვიან შუა საუკუნეების ბიზანტიურ ტრადიციაში, 
როგორც მეორე პლაგალური (ანუ მეექვსე) ხმის “Theotokion Dogmatikon”. წინა 
პერიოდის მეცნიერებაში ეს ჰიმნი ჩვეულებრივ მიეწერებოდა წმინდა იოანე 
დამასკელს და უკავშირდებოდა შვიდ სხვა დოგმატიკას ბერძნული ოქტოიხოსის 
რვახმიან სტრუქტურაში − მიუხედავად იმისა, რომ უძველეს იადგარში, ისევე 
როგორც ზოგიერთ არაქალკედონურ სირიულ ხელნაწერში, იგი ჩასმულია 
მეორე (არაპლაგალურ) ხმაში. ამ საგალობლის გამოვლენა უძველეს იადგარში 
გვაიძულებს გადავხედოთ როგორც მის დათარიღებას, ასევე მთლიანობაში Theotokia 
Dogmatika-ს ავტორობის და ამ საგალობლების ცალკე, ერთ ციკლად დაჯგუფების 
საკითხებს. გარდა ამისა, ქართული ტექსტის ბერძნულ ორიგინალთან შედარება 
საშუალებას გვაძლევს გადავამოწმოთ Renoux-ს და Shoemaker-ის მოსაზრებები 
საგალობლის აშკარად ქრისტოლოგიური ხასიათის ტერმინოლოგიისა და ამ 
ჰიმნის როგორც ქალკედონური წესის ადრეული გამოხატულების შესახებ და, 
ასევე, გამოვიკვლიოთ, თუ როგორ ესმოდათ ეს ტერმინოლოგია ქრისტიანული 
აღმოსავლეთში მთარგმნელთა შემდგომ თაობებს.
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ჰაილდერბერგის უნივერსიტეტი (გერმანია)
walker.thompson@slav.uni-heidelberg.de		  უოკერ ტომპსონი
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